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that the British Government had decided to produce a comprehensive
scheme because they were convinced that the ' departmental or com-
partmental' method of dealing with the problems of disarmament
had 'yielded its maximum usefulness', and that the time had come
4to face the facts'. He made it clear that he did not underestimate
the seriousness of the existing situation in Europe, and while he
quoted a remark recently made by Freiherr von Neurath: 'either
Germany is given justice and freedom or Europe will risk destruction, *
he also took the opportunity to point out that the disarmed as well
as the armed nations had a contribution to make if the difficulties
confronting the Conference were to be solved. 'The armed nations
must be prepared to make their contribution in disarmament. The
disarmed nations must be prepared to make their contribution in
helping to establish confidence, goodwill, security, mutual under-
standing and international belief in each other.' Mr. MacDonald
said that when he arrived at Geneva he was 'met with the proposal'
that, in view of the changes which had taken place in the inter-
national situation, "the only thing that this Conference could do
was to adjourn for a period. The idea was that the sky is too cloudy
for anything to be done: wait until the clouds have passed away. . . .
The clouds will not pass away unless you and I create the atmosphere
in which they cannot exist. . . . Therefore, an adjournment pure and
simple would be the most heartbreaking confession of failure that
this Conference could indulge in.' Mr. MacDonald gave only a broad
outline of the British Government's proposals, but he warned his
hearers frankly that the plan would not satisfy any of them. The
British delegation expected criticism, but they asked their colleagues
to 'try and work' the plan, or at least to 'consider how it can be
worked, in the spirit in which it was drafted'. Mr. MacDonald ended
his long speech on the note which had already been struck by Mr.
Eden at a meeting of the bureau in February1—the note of alterna-
tive risks. If the delegations to the Disarmament Conference were
to return to their respective countries without having signed a
Disarmament Convention, they would 'not be facing a risk', they
would *be facing a certainty. Risk is the alternative to certainty.
If there is a failure, the stream of events will drive with increasing
swiftness to catastrophe. . . . Failure—that means no signature, no
agreement. Failure means the choice of a certainty, unexpressed and
hidden, in place of the risk expressed in documents. Failure would
let loose the passion that makes for war.'
The draft convention submitted by the British delegation consisted
1 See p. 236 above.

